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0. Introduction 
The investigation of the ethnogenetic and linguistic processes of the peoples and lan-
guages of the Volga-Kama Region has a history of over 150 years. It is a geographical area 
where different Finno-Ugric and Turkic languages and some other languages of unknown 
origin lived within the borders of actual states (the Volga Bulgarian Empire, the Golden 
Horde, the Kazan Khanate) and established different types of linguistic contact. From a 
turcological point of view this area is important in the sense that the only language 
(Chuvash) which has survived f rom the r-Turkic branch of the Turkic family and the 
knowledge of which has a decisive role in the reconstruction of the Turkic Protolanguage 
was formed here. The common feature of all the languages in the area is that - with the 
exception of the Volga Bulgarian language, having its own inscriptions in Arabic script -
they have no early wri t ten documents or external ones which could serve as sources for 
the reconstruction of their linguistic ornd ethnic history. Therefore the remnants of the 
characteristic features of the languages participating in the contact are only partially 
preserved. The lack of writ ten records is the reason why ethnolinguistic change is investi-
gated by linguistics, archeology and history alike. 
The Middle Volga Region as a specific ethnolinguistic unity was first determined by 
Soviet archeologists and historians in the middle of the 20th century (cf. Gening 
-Khal ikov 1964, Khalikov 1969) on the ground of the political supremacy. In the mean-
time it was modified by linguists and also historians (cf. Serebrennikov 1972, Róna-Tas 
1982a, Bereczki 1983, Róna-Tas 1988: 766-780, Khalikov 1991, Klima 1996, Agyagási 1999a, 
Bereczki 2005a, 2007, Ivanov 2009/1: 30-32). According to the generally accepted view 
four periods of its history can be determined: the Pre-Bulgarian period, the Pre-
Mongolian (or Bulgarian) age, the Golden Horde and the Kazan Khanate. The first period 
is described as one of interactions and assimilation processes between the different 
autochtonous people of Finno-Ugric origin which did not have an organized state, were 
given different e thnonyms and have been identified only through archeologic findings. 
The second period is characterized as the period of contacts between the dominant Volga 
Bulgarian and non-dominant Finno-Ugric population, where the dominant population 
mediated the elements of its own culture and religion by means of the language. Thus, 
this period is the t ime when Volga-Bulgarian words were borrowed by the neighbouring 
languages. The third period covers the resettlement of the Volga-Kama area after the 
Mongolian invasion, the appearance of the Kipchak-Turkic population in the area and the 
t ime when of new contact zones were established between newcomers and local ethnic 
* This investigation was supported by the OTKA (T 48805), TÁMOP4.21/B-09/1KONV-2010-0007 
and the Research Group for Theoretical Linguistics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. 
** University of Debrecen. 
22 Klára Agyagási 
groups. Finally, according to this view, the fourth period is the t ime of the consolidation 
of the Kazan Tatar state and its turning into the dominant power of the region, w h e n 
elements of the Kazan Tatar dialects affected the languages of the area. (It is to be noted 
that several nationalistic Tatar scholars like M. Z. Zakiev and Ya. F. Kuzmin-Yumanadi do 
not share this view. They consider Tatars direct descendants of the Volga-Bulgars wi thou t 
any real scientific foundat ion. Fore more details see Agyagási 2005a: 17-23). 
Such an interpretation of ethnic and language contacts in the multilingual Middle 
Volga-Region can be compared to the model of cul tural antropology developed by Uriel 
Weinreich (1953). According to Weinreich, in the relation of two contacting languages (as 
in the case of contacting cultures) the less prestigious language (in our context the non-
dominant language) is influenced generally by the more prestigious, i.e. the dominan t 
one. When unfolding, such language contacts are generally unidirectional and irrevers-
ible. 
The first a t tempt to describe the actual connections between the Turkic and Finno-
Ugric languages of the Volga-Kama Region in their integrity w a s Gábor Bereczki's com-
prehensive study published in 1983 and entitled „Areal contacts of the languages of the 
Volga-Kama Region". In the introduction Bereczki surveys the major phases in the 
ethnogenesis of the Middle Volga-Kama Region before it was absorbed by the Russian 
Empire, then he gives a detailed description of the location and chronology of the Bolgar-
Turkic-Finno-Ugrian and Tatar-Finno-Ugrian language contacts. It is followed by the 
analysis of the linguistic phenomena as represented by different levels (lexicology, pho-
netics, morphology and syntax) which are interpreted by Bereczki as the result of the 
Turkic cultural impact on the Finno-Ugric languages of the region (see also Bereczki 1984, 
1993). He treats areal linguistic phenomena as changes that are capable of crossing the 
borders of the source language, modifying the internal structure of the neighbour ing 
languages at different linguistic levels and resulting in linguistic interference. In 2007 
Bereczki published a new study about the Volga-Kama linguistic area, in which he did not 
change the theoretical approach to this question but extended the circle of the linguistic 
phenomena discussed and revised several of his previous statements. 
As is well-known, the concept and mechanism of the mechanism of a linguistic area 
was first introduced and described by Roman Jakobson, w h o took one single lingusitic 
change, the palatalization of consonants, to characterize the Eurasian linguistic area 
(Sprachbund). This process started f rom Slavic and spread across its borders, reaching the 
line of non-related languages (cf. Jakobson 1971). Since Jakobson 's study, this kind of 
research has resulted in the discovery of numerous linguistic areas in different geographi-
cal regions and a huge amount of data has been accumulated, which shows that the 
different linguistic areas are organized on the basis of different principles characterized by 
different peculiarities. These documentat ions also made possible the typology of the 
different linguistic areas f rom the 1980's. From these I would like to call at tention to three 
types only, which are able to contribute to the more shaded description of system of the 
known linguistic contacts. 
S. Thomason and T. Kaufman (1988: 46-57) dist inguish two basic functional scenarios 
of linguistic areas depending on h o w the languages sharing a common area interact. 
Areas in which the borrowing of different linguistic elements plays the dominant role 
Language contact in the Volga-Kama Area 23 
belong to the first type (maintenance and borrowing scenario). In this group borrowing 
can affect the lexicon as well as the phonological and syntactical levels. Those linguistic 
areas which do not show any linguistic interference but have undergone a language shift 
among the areal languages fall into the second group. This is called shift and transfer 
scenario (cf. Thomason- Kaufman 1988: 50, Table 3). 
L. Campbell (1998) classifies linguistic areas according to their formation. He 
describes two types, circonstational and historical. In the circonstational type, it is only 
the sheer existence and the number of converging elements that can be established, while 
in the historical one the history of language contacts can be reconstructed, thus the gene-
sis of the specific area can also be explored. P. Muysken (2000) divides linguistic areas 
into four types. In the first type, each member of the area shows the effect of an extinct 
dominant language. In the second type, each language of the area shows the effect of 
another co-existent dominant language. In the third type, any language of the area can be 
perceived as the second language of a population speaking earlier an extinct, non-domi-
nant language of the area. Finally, in the fourth type any language of the area can serve 
as the second language of a communi ty speaking a live, non-dominant language of the 
area. 
Below I will discuss the contact-induced phenomena of the Volga-Kama linguistic 
area in its full complexity and follow the historical periodization I have already presented 
at the beginning of my lecture. Then I will make an at tempt to add corrections to the 
typology of the Volga-Kama linguistic area. However, before doing that I find it necessary 
to speak about the methodological background which has allowed me to investigate lang-
uage contacts. The authors examining the borrowing of lexical and grammatical elements 
and units of word formation in this linguistic area have generally used the historical 
comparative method. The appearance of the structural peculiarities in the neighbouring 
languages induced by the prototypical language of the area cannot be analysed with this 
technique. The most adequate method for the research of such phenomena is the code-
copying f ramework developed by Lars Johanson in 1992. 
1. Language con tac t s in the P re -Bulga r i an per iod 
Regarding language contacts, the Pre-Bulgarian period cannot be fully explored. This is 
because prior to the wri t ten historical sources of this period (10th century A.D.) we have 
some archeological information about migrations of ethnic groups, mainly descendants 
f rom the C o m m o n Finnic branch of the Finno-Ugric family. However, the exact identifica-
tion of the archeological cultures with concrete languages is only hypothetic, if possible at 
all. The main conclusion that can be drawn f rom historical, archeological and linguistic 
investigations of the past fifty years is that the reconstruction of the ethnic and linguistic 
genealogy of the people of the Middle Volga Region shows significant differences. There-
fore in my paper I will only mention ethno-linguistic processes that are connected to 
specified ethnic groups and which resulted in provable linguistic consequences. 
The wri t ten sources deriving f rom the t ime prior to the foundat ion of the Volga-
Bulgarian state around the confluence of the Volga and the Oka rivers refer to historical 
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Cheremis people together wi th Meria, Muroma and Mordva ethnic and linguistic popula-
tions. From these only the Mordvinians have survived. Archeological sources prove that 
these peoples, including the historical, Cheremis were locally absorbed by the expanding 
Russians, having been ethnically and linguistically assimilated into them by the middle of 
the 12th century. Their assimilation could also have taken place nor th of the Onega and 
Beloozero region after they had settled down there. Further to the east in the Volga-Kama 
Region and east of the the Kama-Vyatka junction there existed a Proto-Permian ethnicity. 
Its name was not preserved by the early written sources but its one-t ime presence, subse-
quent dissolution and the continuity of its southern wing has been confirmed by arche-
ological, etnographical and linguistic evidence. There were also Ancient Mari people 
living in the neighbourhood, w h o are now seen as the ancestors of the modern Mari f rom 
an ethnic as well as linguistic point of view. Research has shown that the Ancient Mari 
ethnic group was not identical with the historical Cheremis of the wri t ten sources (for 
more detailes cf. Agyagasi 1999a, 2002a). Their own e thnonym (Mari) is not ment ioned by 
the early wri t ten sources but their existence near the Ancient Permian sett lements is 
indicated by their language contacts with the Ancient Permian people. There were 41 
words borrowed f rom the Proto-Permian language into Proto- Mari and after the dissolu-
tion of the Proto-Permian unity another 30 words came to Proto-Mari f rom the Proto-
Votyak language (Bereczki 1977, 2005b, see also Galkin 2001). 
Summing up we can conclude that according to the present state of research two 
types of language contacts existed in the Pre-Bulgarian period in the Middle Volga Region 
(cf. Table l). In the first type the opposition of dominant and non-dominant language 
typesprevailed, so in the case of Meria, Muroma and historical Cheremis, a linguistic 
language-shift happened under the influence of the Old Russian language (for more 
details cf. Leont 'ev 1996, Makarov 1997). The second type is represented by the contact of 
two languages of Finno-Ugric origin, where lexical borrowing f rom Proto-Permian into 
Proto-Mari was common. Lexical borrowing between the two languages in the opposite 
direction has not been pointed out. 
2. Language contacts in the Bulgarian period 
The Pre-Mongolian or Bulgarian period began wi th the migration of the Bulgarian and 
other Turkic tribes, wi th accompanying ethnic groups such as the Ancient Hungar ians , 
south to the Volga-Kama Region in several waves and ended when their imperal centre 
was burned down by the Mongols i in 1236. After the Volga-Bulgarian state had been 
founded Islam had appeared in this region, not only the participants but also the charac-
ter and intensity of language contacts changed. The Bulgarian tribes settled down in sev-
eral groups in the region, later forming the geographical basis for the Volga-Bulgarian 
dialects (for details cf. Agyagasi 2007). It should be noted that since it was only Chuvash 
that survived f rom the Volga-Bulgarian dialects as a living language, in earlier l i terature 
all Volga-Bulgarian linguistic phenomena were referred to as Chuvash. 
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2.1. Volga Bulgarian-Proto-Permian contacts 
The Proto-Permian-Volga-Bulgarian language contacts started before the dissolution of 
the Proto-Permian unity. Their result can be observed at several linguistic levels. Lexical 
borrowing was a mutual process: a) 20 words of Bulgar-Turkic origin were borrowed 
f rom Volga-Bulgarian into Proto-Permian and Votyak (Wichmann 1903, Redei-Rona-Tas 
1972, Rona-Tas 1988: 760-766), b) 22 words of Finno-Ugric origin were borrowed from 
Proto-Permian and Votyak into Volga Bulgarian (Fedotov 1965b, 1968, Redei-Rona-Tas 
1980, 1982). 
Apart f rom the above, levels other than lexical were also subject to borrowing f rom 
Volga Bulgarian into Proto-Permian and Votyak (i.e., Volga Bulgarian phonetic, 
morphological and syntactic features were borrowed, cf. Bereczki 1983). These latter 
changes can be qualified as one of the possible conditions for the definition of this region 
as a linguistic area. 
2.2. Volga Bulgarian-Mordvin contacts 
In this period the Volga Bulgarians also had contacts wi th the Mordvin dialects in this 
region but as a result of these language contacts only four Volga-Bulgarian words 
borrowed directly into Mordvin can be identified. Lexical borrowings in the opposite 
direction have not been detected (Paasonen 1897, Rona-Tas 1988: 766-767). 
2.3 A specific type of language contact in the Volga-Region 
Finally, a specific type of language contact occurred in this period, in the course of which 
the native speakers of the contacting languages were not living in close proximity to each 
other. 
On the one hand, several Arabian and Persian words found their way into the Volga 
Bulgarian vocabulary after the Volga Bulgarian elite had been converted to Islam, despite 
the fact that the Volga-Bulgarian had no direct contact either wi th Arabic or New Persian 
(cf. Schemer 1977, Agyagasi 1982: 11). On the other hand, due to the role of Volga 
Bulgarians in the trade relation between East and West, they got in touch with the 
Eastern Slavic tribes in the 9th century. In the course of language contacts words were 
borrowed from Volga Bulgarian to East Slavic (cf. Dobrodomov 1974, 1985, Rona-Tas 1982: 
152, 156-58, Agyagasi 2010) and also from East Slavic into the Volga Bulgarian dialects 
(cf. Jegorov 1954, Agyagasi 1992, 2005a). Some words of Arabian, Persian and East Slavic 
origin were transmitted by Volga Bulgarian to the Proto-Permian language. The specific 
features of the language contacts mentioned above refer to the growing dominance of the 
Volga-Bulgarian language in the region, which was suddenly interrupted by the 
Mongolian invasion against the Volga Bulgarian empire in 1236. From this year on a 
totally new period of language contact began in the Middle Volga Region. 
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3. Language contacts in the period o f the Golden Horde 
The Mongolian invasion resulted in a radical change in the ethnic structure of the Middle-
Volga Region. Two n e w ethnic groups arrived in this region: a Mongolian-speaking 
military regency accompanied by an increasing number of Kipchak-Turks. At about the 
same time, smaller ethnic groups (for example the Volga Hungar ian fragments) dispersed 
(cf. Rona-Tas 1986, 1996: 230-237), lost their own language and assimilated ethnically into 
the bigger ethnic groups surrounding them. Other ethnic groups resident in this area 
escaped from their original homelands and migrated to other areas thought to be more 
secure. The political and linguistic dominance of the Volga Bulgarians was suddenly 
disrupted. 
After the most devastating invasion of the Mongols the surviving part of the Volga 
Bulgarian elite capitulated to the Mongols and the Kipchaks accompanying the Mongols. 
This quickly led to the assimilation of the Volga Bulgarian elite into the Kipchaks. This 
process however, was not completed wi thout linguistic consequences. The assimilation of 
the Volga Bulgarians caused the so-called substratum effect, which means in this case that 
after the language shift of the Volga-Bulgarians the pronunciat ion of Kipchak words took 
on some Volga Bulgarian phonetic nature in their language (Rona-Tas 1976, Agyagasi 
1996, 1997a 2002c, 2005b). 
Other Volga-Bulgarian dialectal groups as well as the neighbouring Ancient Mar i 
population fled to the banks of the Volga River between the Vetluga and Vyatka and some 
of them settled down there and mixed with each other. Their status in their new dwell ing 
place could not have been very different f rom each other because obviously both e thnic 
groups were newcomers, however, they preserved great cultural differences. The Volga 
Bulgarian-Mari language contacts must have begun after their migration in the middle of 
the 13th century (Bereczki 1994: 14-16). 
With different Volga Bulgarian dialects being involved, this system of language 
contacts was quite complex. The different contact- induced changes affected different 
levels of both languages mutually. There was active contact between Volga Bulgarian and 
Mari in the Middle and Modern Turkic period, so referring to linguistic phenomena I will 
apply this relative chronology of linguistic history in wha t follows below. 
Among the Volga-Bulgarian contact-induced changes w e can differentiate be tween 
lexical borrowings - loan words (cf. Lukojanov 1974, Fedotov 1990, Bereczki 1968, 1983, 
Fedotov 1968, 1990, Agyagasi 1983, 1994a, 1994b, 2009) and caiques (Bereczki 1983, 2005a, 
2006) which entered the Mari language in the middle of the 13th c. The number of Volga-
Bulgarian loan words in the Mari language approaches 2000 (Rasanen 1920, 1946). The 
majori ty of these are words of Turkic origin but some lexical items of Arabian, Persian 
and Old Russian origin were also transmitted f rom Volga Bulgarian dialects to Mari 
(Isanbaev 1989). The investigation of caiques pat terned on Volga Bulgarian has a l ready 
started but new results are to be obtained in the fu ture in this field. It should also be 
mentioned that the influx of Volga-Bulgarian and Chuvash loan words into Mar i 
continued even after the Golden Horde period, however its periodization is still in 
progress. 
There was also a third participant involved in language contacts between Volga-
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Bulgarian and Mari. This ethnic group can be identified as Lower-Cheremis (Cheremisa 
nizhnaja) on the basis of a later source (Kazanskaja istorija, see Adrianova-Perets ' edition 
of 1954) 1532-1552. This ethnic group settled down near the Kama-Vjatka confluence and 
entered into contact wi th Mari and Chuvash people after the Mongolian invasion. As a 
result, both Mari (Lukojanov 1974, Fedotov 1990) and Chuvash contain the same 60 words 
f rom this language of u n k n o w n origin (Agyagási 2000, 2001). Phonetic influence of 
substratum origin on the Viryal dialect of Chuvash is observed and described by 
Jemeljanova (2002). 
The other result of contact-induced changes between Volga Bulgarian and Mari was 
the borrowing of non-lexical linguistic features, a two-way process. Morphological tools 
and syntactic structures: case endings, markers, the morphological formation of the 
comparative of adjectives, analytic verb forms of the past tenses, different types of 
participle and gerund structures were copied f rom Volga-Bulgarian into Mari (Beke 1914-
1915, Serebrennikov 1960, Agyagási 1999b, 2001b, Bereczki 2002). In parallel with it, f rom 
the beginning of the Early Middle Turkic period bisyllabic Mari word structures affected 
Volga-Bulgarian bisyllabic words with vowels of upper tongue position. This influence led 
to the appearance of the reduced vowel quality in the Middle Chuvash vowel system. It 
means that the Middle Chuvash language simply copied the phonetic realization of Mari 
close vowels in second syllables. Towards the end of the Early Middle Turkic period the 
rounded and unrounded upper vowels Chuvash became reduced not only in second 
syllables but also in all other phonetic positions, so they became phonemes in the Early 
Middle Chuvash vowel system (cf. Agyagási 1997b, 1998). It can be observed that in one 
neighbouring subdialect of the Mountain Mari dialect the rounded reduced vowels of the 
new Chuvash type emerged as the final step of non-lexical interactions of this period 
(Agyagási 2002b). 
The main participants of the Golden Horde period in the Middle-Volga Region were 
the Mongols. They spoke a kind of Middle Mongolian language. From Middle Mongolian 
several words were borrowed directly by the Middle Chuvash language, however, the 
Mongolian lexical influence affected the Kipchak Turkic dialects first of all (Róna-Tas 
1982c). Even more Middle Mongolian words spread to the languages of the Volga-Kama 
Region through Kipchak and Volga Bulgarian mediat ion (Róna-Tas 1974). The 
investigation of non-lexical borrowings f rom Middle Mongolian into the languages of the 
area is in progress. 
This period can also be characterised as the time of settlement of Kipchak groups in 
the Volga-Kama area. By this early period the Kipchaks had not reached the status of a 
dominant language. Their dialects were just being formed, and they were beginning to 
establish language contacts wi th all the inhabitants of the region, including the Mordvins, 
the Chuvash, the Mari, and the Votyak (Paasonen 1897, Poppe 1927, Rásánen 1923, Berta 
1983, Berta 1984, Róna-Tas 1988, Csúcs 1990, Dmitrieva 2000: 100-105, Agyagási 2004a). 
Wi th the appearance of new Kipchak colonies next to the territories of the other peoples 
of the region, 2 types of vocalic systems came to be opposed to each other: one wi th 
reduced vowels (Votyak, Mari and Chuvash), the other (the Kipchak dialects) wi thout 
them. From the end of this period vowel reduction as a non-lexical influence started to 
affect the Kipchak languages and it resulted in the appearance of vowel reduction in 
Kipchak before the next period of its development (Róna-Tas 1975). 
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The direct interaction between Russian and Kipchak dialects also started. The 
borrowing of lexical elements of Slavic origin by Kipchaks, and, in the reverse order 
(from different Kipchak dialects to Russian) began at about this t ime (Teregulova 1957, 
Akhunzianov 1968, Berta 1983, Agyagási 2005a). Of the Finno-Ugric languages of the 
area, Mordvin dialects contacted South Russian (Stipa 1947, Bubrix 1947), while Mari and 
Votyak came close to North Russian dialects (Savatkova 1969, Csúcs 1970, Csúcs 1972, 
Nasibullin 2002, Agyagási 2004b). 
4. Language contacts in the period of the Kazan Khanate 
Chronologically, the period of the Golden Horde cannot be sharply separated f rom the 
next one called the period of the Kazan Khanate. This is the t ime when the Kazan Tatar 
ethnic groups speaking Kipchak Turkic occupied the region and obtained political, 
demographic, and language dominance. The influence of Kipchak dialects can be found in 
every language of the area both at lexical and non-lexical levels. A significant number of 
words of Turkic origin were borrowed by the Votyak, Mari, Mordvin and Chuvash 
languages (Axmetjanov 1981, 1989, Isanbaev 1978a, 1989), but the Arabic and Persian 
terminology of the Islam came to these languages also with the mediat ion of Kazan Tatar 
(Schemer 1977). Concerning non-lexical effects, Kazan Tatar morphological elements and 
suffixes of word formation can be detected in the Votyak, Zyrian, Mari (Isanbaev 1978b, 
Bereczki 1983, 2002, Róna-Tas 1988: 765-66, Rédei 2007) and Chuvash languages 
(Levitskaja 1976: 162 passim, Agyagási 1995). The comprehensive investigation of Tatar 
lexical and non-lexical elements in Chuvash, however, is a task of the future. The s t rong 
Kazan Tatar influence on the Finno-Ugric languages and Chuvash was cont inuous after 
the fall of the Kazan Khanate. However, after the the Volga-Kama Region was annexed by 
the Russian Empire new conditions for languages contacts emerged, which can be the 
topic of fur ther research. 
5. Summary 
After the detailed overview of language contact in the Middle Volga region it can be 
concluded that the participant languages of the region constituted a linguistic area f rom 
the foundat ion of the Volga Bulgarian state until Russian became the dominant language. 
The contact-induced linguistic phenomena presented above demonstra te that this lin-
guistic area cannot be described on the basis of using only one classification criterion of 
linguistic areas. For determining the type of this area the simultaneous application 
Thomason and Kaufman ' s principles as well as Campbell ' s and Muysken 's models ap-
pears to be useful. 
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This historical area has three periods of its evolution. The Bulgarian period saw a 
Volga Bulgarian language dominance with bilateral lexical borrowings. In the age of the 
Golden Horde the languages of the area were not subordinated to a dominant language. 
In this period some of the minor ethnic entities underwent language shift, while others 
funct ioned according to the maintance and borrowing scenario. The direction of the 
linguistic interaction between them was mostly bilateral. The last historical period of the 
Volga-Kama linguistic area was marked by Kazan Tatar dominance, but among the non-
dominant languages of the area the maintance and borrowing scenario also had an 
important role. At the same t ime there appeared some substratum elements in the new 
language of the ethnic groups that had undergone an earlier language shift. 
Table 1. Language contacts in the Middle Volga-Kama Region: Pre-Bulgarian period 
Table 2. Language contacts in the Middle Volga-Kama Region: Bulgarian period 
Volga Bulgarian —» Proto-Permian and Votyak Volga Bulgarian —» Proto-Permian and Votyak 
Proto-Permian and Votyak —* Volga Bulgarian Proto-Permian and Votyak —• Volga Bulgarian 
Volga Bulgarian —> Mordvinian 
Volga Bulgarian —> East Slavic 
East Slavic —• Volga Bulgarian 
Arabic and New Persian —* Volga Bulgarian 
Lexical borrowings Non-lexical copies 
Proto Permian —> Proto-Mari 
Lexical borrowings Non-lexical copies 
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Table 3. Language contacts in the period of the Golden Horde 
Lexical copies Caiques Non-lexical copies Language shift 
Volga Bulgarian —» 
Votyak 
Volga Bulgarian —• 
Mari 
„Lower Cheremis" — 
Mari 
„Lower Cheremis" — 
Middle Chuvash 
Volga Bulgarian —> 
Mordvinian 
Middle Mongolian — 
Middle Chuvash 
Middle Mongolian — 
Middle Kipchak 
Middle Kipchak —* 
Middle Chuvash 
Middle Kipchak —* 
Votyak 
Middle Kipchak —* 
Mari 
Middle Kipchak —» 
Mordvinian 
Old/Middle Russian -
Middle Chuvash 
Old/Middle Russian -
Middle Kipchak 
Middle Kipchak —» 
Old Russian 
Old/Middle Russian -
Mordvinian 
Old/Middle Russian • 
Votyak 
Volga Bulgarian -
Mari 
• Volga Bulgarian —> 
Proto-Mari 
Proto-Mari —» 
Middle Chuvash 
Middle Chuvash —• 
Mountain Cheremis 
Middle Chuvash —• 
Middle Kipchak 
Volga Bulgarian I Dialect —» 
Votyak, Mari and Chuvash 
VB II Dialect 
Middle Kipchak (Central 
dialect) 
Volga Hungarian —* 
Chuvash, Tatar, Mordvinian, 
Russian 
„Lower Cheremis" —<• 
Mari 
„Lower Cheremis" —» 
Middle Chuvash 
Mordvinian —> 
Kazan Tatar (Mordva-
Karatay) 
Middle Kipchak —> 
Votyak (Besermen) 
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Table 4. Language contacts in the period of the Kazan Khanate 
Lexical copies Non-lexical copies Substratum effects 
Kazan Tatar —• Votyak Kazan Tatar —* Votyak Volga-Bulgarian —> Middle Kipchak dial. 
Kazan Tatar —> Mari Kazan Tatar - Zyrian „Lower Cheremis" —» Middle Chuvash 
Kazan Tatar —» Mordvinian Kazan Tatar —> Mari Middle Kipchak —» Votyak (Besermen) 
Kazan Tatar —* Chuvash Kazan Tatar —> Chuvash 
Chuvash —» Mari 
Mari dial. —• Chuvash 
Mari dial. —• Kazan Tatar 
Middle Russian —• Kazan Tatar 
Middle Russian —» Middle Bashkirian 
Middle Russian —» Mari 
References 
Adrianova-Perets, V. P. (red.) 1954. Kazanskaja istorija. Moskva-Leningrad. 
Agyagási, K. 1982. On the Edition of Chuvash Literary Sources. In: Róna-Tas, A. (ed.) 
Chuvash Studies. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 7-17. 
Agyagási, K. 1983. A 'kenyér ' jelentésű szó a csuvasban. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 85, 
279-280. 
Agyagási, K. 1992. An Old Russian Loan-word in the Volga Turkic Languages. In: 
Bethlenfalvy, G. & Birtalan, A. & Sárközi, A. & Vinkovics, J. (eds.) Altaic Religious 
Beliefs and Practices. Proceedings of the 33rd Meeting of PIAC. Budapest: Hungar ian 
Academy of Sciences. 1-13. 
Agyagási, K. 1994a. Weitere Beiträge zur Aufdeckung eines internationalen Wanderwortes 
(Das Wort 'Buch' im Wolgagebiet). In: Baldauf, I. & Friedrich, M. (Hrsg.) Bamberger 
Zentralasienstudien. Berlin: Steiner. 29-36. 
Agyagási, K. 1994b. Überlegungen zur Differenzierung der tscheremissischen Mundar ten 
anhand von 'kgzel'a 'Hanfhocke'. Ural-Altaische Jahrbücher NF 13, 56-67. 
32 Klára Agyagási 
Agyagási, K. 1995. Das Wort für Tauchente im Wolgagebiet. Acta Orientalia Academiae 
Scientiarum Hungaricae 48, 261-265. 
Agyagási, K. 1996. Ein neues Mitglied der türkischen Wortfamilie mit der Bedeutung 
'Zwilling'. In: Berta, Á. & Brendemoen, B. & Schönig, C. (eds.) Symbolae Turkologicae. 
In Honour of Prof. Lars Johanson on his Sixtieth Birthday. Stockholm: Swedish 
Research Institute in Istanbul. 19-21. 
Agyagási, K. 1997a. A Volga-Bulgarian Loan-word in a Tatar Dialect Spoken in Diaspora. 
Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 50, 11-15. 
Agyagási, K. 1997b Theoretical Possibilities of the Chronological Interpretat ion of 
Cheremiss Loanwords in Chuvash. In: Berta, A. (ed.) Historical and Linguistic 
Interaction between Inner-Asia and Europe. Szeged: Depar tment of Altaic Studies. 
1 - 1 0 . 
Agyagási, K. 1998. On the Characteristics of Cheremiss Linguistic Interference on 
Chuvash. In: Johanson, L. (ed.) in cooperation wi th Csató, É. A. & Locke, V. & Menz, 
A. The Mainz Meeting. Proceedings of the Seventh International Conference on 
Turkish Linguistics. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. 667-682. 
Agyagási, K. 1999a. K voprosu ob etnogeneze marijcev. Acta Orientalia Academiae 
Scientiarum Hungaricae 52, 293-307. 
Agyagási K. 1999b. Volga-vidéki etimológiák II. Mari or¡ai - csuvas may. Folia Uralica 
Debreceniensia 6, 3-13. 
Agyagási, K. 2000a. Der sprachliche Nachlass der Spät-Gorodec Bevölkerung in den 
tschuwaschischen und mariischen Mundarten. In: Folia Uralica Debreceniensia 7, 
3-24. 
Agyagási K. 2000b. Az átadó nyelvjárások kérdése a csuvas nyelv mari eredetű 
jövevényszó-ál lományában. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 97, 155-182. 
Agyagási, K. 2001a. Zur Geschichte der tscheremissischen -la/-lä und der tschuwaschischen 
-IIa/-lie Adverbialsuffixe. Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia 6, 9-14. 
Agyagási, K. 2001b. Die Spuren der Sprache der Spät-Gorodec Bevölkerung in den 
tschuwaschischen und marischen Mundarten. In: Seilenthal, T. (redegit) Congressus 
Nonus Internationalis Fenno-Ugristarum 2000 Tartu. Pars IV. Lingüistica I. Tartu. 
35-39. 
Adjagasi, K. 2002a. K voprosu o pojavlenii sverxkratkix labial 'nyx glasnyx v mari jskix 
dialektax. In: Luutonen, J. (ed.) Volgan alueen kielikontaktit. Symposiumi Turussa 
16.-18.8.2001. Turku. 70-86. 
Adjagasi, K. 2002b. Nazvanie ceremis v srednevekovyx istocnikax. In: Permistika 9. 
Voprosy permskoj i finno-ugorskoj filologii. Izevsk: Izdatel 'skij dorn „Udmurtski j 
universitet". 102-108. 
Agyagási, K. 2002c. Some Middle Bulgarian Loan-words in the Volga Kipchak Languages. 
Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 55, 25-28. 
Adjagasi, K. 2004a. Otrazenie severo-velikorusskoj dialektnoj osobennosti „jokanje" v 
russkix zaimstvovanijax marijskogo jazyka. Slavica 33, 43-53. 
Agyagási K. 2004b. Etimológiai argumentáció a mordvin szókincs török elemeinek ú jabb 
feldolgozásában. Folia Uralica Debreceniensia 11, 3-15. 
Language contact in the Volga-Kama Area 33 
Adjagasi, K. 2005a. Rannie russkie zaimstvovanija tjurkskix jazykov Volgo-Kamskogo 
areala I. Studies in Linguistics of the Volga-RegionVol II. Debrecen: Kossuth Egyetemi 
Kiadó. 
Agyagási, K. 2005b. A Volga Bulgarian Loan-word in Mari dialects: sSrca 'glass bead'. 
Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia 10, 9-14. 
Agyagási, K 2007. Mittelbulgarische Dialekte - mittelbulgarischer Sprachzustand. In: 
Boeschoten, H. & Stein, H. (eds.) Einheit und Vielfalt in der türkischen Welt. Materialien 
der 5. Deutschen Turkologenkonferenz Universität Mainz. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. 
24-36. 
Agyagási, K. 2009. Traces of the Volga Bulgarian II dialect in the Mari vocabulary. In: 
Csató, É. A. et al. (eds.) Turcological Letters to Bernt Brendemoen. Oslo: Novus forlag. 
15-19. 
Agyagási, K. 2010. Loanwords as Data in Historical Linguistics. Sprachtheorie und 
germanistische Linguistik 20: 2. 197-222. 
Axmet janov R. G. 1981. Obscaja leksika duxovnoj kul'tury narodov Srednego Povolz'ja. 
Moskva: Nauka. 
Axmet janov R. G. 1989. Obscaja leksika material'noj kul'tury narodov Srednego Povolz'ja. 
Moskva: Nauka. 
Axunzjanov E. M. 1968. Russkie zaimstvovanija v tatarskom jazyke. Kazan': Izdatel 'stvo 
Kazanskogo universiteta. 
Arslanov L. S. & Isanbaev N. I. 1984. K voprosu o marijskix zaimstvovanijax v tatarskom 
jazyke. SFU1984: 2, 104-114. 
Beke, Ö. 1914-1915. Türkische Einflüsse in der Syntax finnisch-ugrischer Sprachen. Keleti 
Szemle 15, 8-77. 
Bereczki, G. 1968. Wichtigere lautgeschichtliche Lehren der russischen Lehnwörter im 
Tscheremissischen. In: Congressus Secundus Internationalis Fenno-Ugristarum 
Helsingae habitus 23-28. VIII. 1965. Pars I. Helsinki: Societas Fenno-Ugrica. 70-76. 
Bereczki G. 1977. Permi-cseremisz lexikális kölcsönzések. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 
79, 57-77. 
Bereczki G. 1983. A Volga-Káma vidék nyelveinek areális kapcsolatai. In: Balázs J. (szerk.) 
Areális nyelvészeti tanulmányok. Budapest: Tankönyvkiadó. 207-236. 
Bereczki, G. 1984. Beziehungen zwischen den finnougrischen und türkischen Sprachen im 
Wolga-Kama-Gebiet. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 86, 307-314. 
Bereczki G. 1987. Permsko-marijskie leksiceskie svjazi. In: Stepanov, G. V. (red.) Susenost', 
razvitie i funkeii jazyka. Moskva: Nauka. 112-115. 
Bereczki, G. 1993. The Character and the Scale of Turkic Influence on the Structure of 
Finno-Ugric Languages. In: Brogyanyi, B. & Lipp, R. (eds.) Comparative-Historical 
Linguistics. Indo-European and Finno-Ugric Papers in Honour of Oswald Szemerenyi 
III. Amsterdam-Philadelphia: Benjamins. 509-519. 
Bereczki, G. 1994 Grundzüge der tscheremissischen Sprachgeschichte. Studia Uralo-Altaica 
35. Szeged. 
Bereczki G. 2002 A cseremisz nyelv történeti alaktana. Studies in Linguistics of the Volga-
Region. Supplementum I. (Ed. Klára Agyagási) Debrecen: Kossuth Egyetemi Kiadó. 
34 Klára Agyagási 
Bereczki, G. 2005a. Vzaimosvjazi jazykov Volgo-Kamskogo areala In: Congressus Decimus 
Internationalis Fenno-Ugristarum, August 15-21, 2005. Joskar-Ola. 1-49. 
Bereczki, G. 2005b. Permsko-marijskie leksiceskie sovpadenija - zaimstvovanija ili obscie 
substratnye elementy? Linguistica Uralica 41: 3, 187-200. 
Bereczki, G. 2006. Tipi di calchi nelle lingue della regione del Volga-Kama. In: Bombi, R. et 
al. ed. Studi linguistici in onore di Roberto Gusmani. Alessandria: Edizioni dell 'Oroso. 
149-152. 
Bereczki, G. 2007. Der Sprachbund des Wolga-Kama Gebiets. Incontri Linguistici 30, 
1 1 - 2 8 . 
Berta, Á. 1982. Zwei wolgabolgarische Lehnwörter in der Mundar t der getauften Tataren. 
In: Róna-Tas, A. (ed.) Studies in Chuvash Etymology. Studia Uralo-Altaica 17. Szeged. 
14-19. 
Berta, A. 1983. Tatarische etymologische Studien I. Die russischen Lehnwörter in der 
Mundart der getauften Tataren. Szeged. 
Berta, Á. 1984. Tschuwassisch oder Tatarisch? Bemerkungen über das wolgatürkische 
Lehngut in einem wotjakischen Sprachdenkmal. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 86, 
315-319. 
Bubrix D. B. 1947. Lingvisticeskie dannye k voprosu o drevnosti svjazej mezdu mordvoj i 
vostocnymi slavjanami. In: Zap. N11 pri SM Mord. ASSR. Vyp. 7: Jazyk i l i teratura. 
Saransk. 3-10. 
Campbell, L. 1998. Historical Linguistics. An Introduction. Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press. 
Csúcs S. 1970. A votják nyelv orosz jövevényszavai I. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 72, 
323-362. 
Csúcs S. 1972. A votják nyelv orosz jövevényszavai II. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 74, 
27-47. 
Csúcs, S. 1990. Die tatarischen Lehnwörter des Wotjakischen. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 
Dmitrieva Ju. 2000. Cuvasskie narodnye nazvanija dikorastuscix rastenij. Studies in 
Linguistics of the Volga-Region Vol. I. (Ed. Klára Agyagási) Debrecen: Kossuth 
Egyetemi Kiadó. 
Dobrodomov I. G. 1974. Tjurkizmy slavjanskix jazykov kak istocnik svedenija po 
istoriceskoj fonetike tjurkskix jazykov. Sovetskaja Tjurkologija 1974: 2, 34-43. 
Dobrodomov I. G. 1985. Bulgarskie zaimstvovanija v drevnerusskom i drugix slavjanskix 
jazykax kak istocnik dlja problemy etnogeneza cuvasej. In: Voprosy istorii cuvasskogo 
jazyka. CNII, Ceboksary. 29-50. 
Fedotov M. R. 1965a. Marijskie zaimstvovanija v cuvasskom jazyke. SFU1965: 1, 79-87. 
Fedotov M. R. 1965b. Istoriceskie svjazi cuvasskogo jazyka s jazykami ugro-finnov 
Povolz'ja i Permit. I. Ceboksary. 
Fedotov, M. R. 1968. Istoriceskie svjazi cuvasskogo jazyka s jazykami ugro-finnov 
Povolz'ja i Permit II. Ceboksary. 
Fedotov, M. R. 1990. Cuvassko-marijskie jazykovye vzaimosvjazi. Saransk: Saratovskij 
universitet. 
Galkin, I. S. 2001. O marijsko-permskix leksiceskix paralleljax. In: Voprosy marijskoj 
onomastiki. Vyp. 9. Joskar-Ola. 3-16. 
Language contact in the Volga-Kama Area 35 
Gening, F. V. & Xalikov, A. X. 1964. Rannie bolgary na Volge. Moskva: Nauka. 
Ivanov, V. P. (otv. red.) 2009. Cuvasi. Istorija i kul'tura. Istoriko-etnograficeskoe issledovanie 
v 2 tomax. Ceboksary: Cuvasskoe kniznoe izdatel'stvo. 
Isanbaev, N. I. 1978a. Leksiko-semanticeskaja klassifikacija tatarskix zaimstvovanij v 
marijskom jazyke. In: Isanbaev, N. I. (red.) Voprosy marijskogo jazyka. 3-51. 
Isanbaev, N. I. 1978b. Vlijanie tatarskogo jazyka na padeznuju sistemu vostocno-marijskix 
govorov. SR/14 , 172-177. 
Isanbaev, N. I. 1989. Marijsko-tjurkskie jazykovye kontakty. Cast' pervaja. Joskar-Ola: 
Marijskoe kniznoe izdatel'stvo. 
Jakobson, R. 1971. K xarakteristike jevrazijskogo jazykovogo sojuza. In: Jakobson, R. 
Selected Writings I Phonological Studies. The Hague: Mouton. 144-202. 
Jegorov V. G. 1954. Sovremennyj cuvasskij literaturnyj jazyk v sravnitel'no-istoriceskom 
osvecsenii. Ceboksary: Cuvasskoe kniznoe izdatel'stvo. 
Jemeljanova A. V. 2002. Geminacija - certa substratnoj leksiki jazyka-predsestvennika. In: 
Luutonen, J. (ed.) Volgan alueen kielikontaktit. Symposiumi Turussa 16.-18.8.2001. 
Turku. 93-100. 
Johanson, L. 1992. Strukturelle Faktoren in türkischen Sprachkontakten. Wiesbaden: 
Steiner. 
Johanson, L. 2000. Linguistic Convergence in the Volga Area. In: Gilbers, D. & Nerbonne, 
J. & Schaeken, J. (eds.) Languages in Contact. Amsterdam-Atlanta , GA: Rodopi. 
165-178. 
Xalikov, A. X. 1969. Drevnjaja istorija Srednego Povolzja. Moskva: Nauka. 
Xalikov, A. X. 1991. Osnovy etnogeneza narodov Srednego Povolzja i Priuralja. Kazan': 
Kazanskogo universiteta. 
Klima, L. 1996. The linguistic affinity of the Volgaic Finno-Ugrians and their ethnogenesis. 
Studia Histórica Fenno-Ugrica I. Oulu. 21-33. 
Leont ' jev A. Je. 1996. Arxeologija Meri. K predystorii Severo-Vostocnoj Rusi. Moskva: 
RAN. 
Levitskaja, L. S. 1976. Istoriceskaja morfologija cuvasskogo jazyka. Moskva: Nauka. 
Lukojanov, G. V. 1974. Marijskie zaimstvovanija v cuvasskom jazyke. Ceboksary: 
Cuvasskoe kniz. Izd. 
Makarov N. A. 1997. Kolonizacija severnyx okrain Drevnej Rusi v Xl-XIII. ee. Po 
materialam arxeologiceskix pamjatnikov na volokax Belozer'ja i Poonez'ja. Moskva: 
Skriptorij. 
Muysken, P. 2000. From Linguistic Areas to Areal Linguistics. A research proposal. In: In: 
Gilbers, D. & Nerbonne, J. & Schaeken, J. (eds.) Languages in Contact. Amste rdam 
-At lanta , GA: Rodopi. 263-275. 
Nasibullin, R. 2002. Periodizacija russkix zaimstvovanij v udmurtskom jazyke. In: 
Luutonen, J. (ed.) Volgan alueen kielikontaktit. Symposiumi Turussa 16.-18.8.2001. 
Turku. 167-175. 
Paasonen, H. 1897. Die türkischen Lehnwörter im Mordwinischen. JSFOu 15: 2, 1-65. 
Poppe, N. 1927. Die türkischen Lehnwörter im Tschuwassischen. Ungarische Jahrbücher 7, 
151-167. 
36 Klára Agyagási 
Ravila, P. 1921. Einige tatarische Lehnwörter des Mordwinischen. Finnisch-Ugrische 
Forschungen 21, 106-107. 
Räsänen, M. 1920. Die tschuwassischen Lehnwörter in Tscheremissischen. Helsinki: Société 
Finno-ougrienne. 
Räsänen, M. 1923. Die tatarischen Lehnwörter im Tscheremissischen. Helsinki: Société 
Finno-ougrienne. 
Räsänen , M. 1946. Der Wolga-bolgar ische Einfluss im Wes ten im Lichte de r 
Wortgeschichte. Finnisch-ugrische Forschungen 29, 190-201. 
Räsänen, M. 1969. Versuch eines etymologischen Wörterbuchs der Türksprachen. Helsinki: 
Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura. 
Rédei K. 2007. Belső és külső innovációk a votják nyelvben. Adalékok a Volga-Káma -
vidék nyelveinek areális kapcsolataihoz. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 104, 153-168. 
Rédei K. & Róna-Tas A. 1972. A permi nyelvek őspermi-kori bolgár-török jövevényszavai. 
Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 74, 281-298. 
Rédei K. & Róna-Tas A. 1980. Őspermi és votják jövevényszavak a csuvasban. Nyelvtudo-
mányi Közlemények 82, 125-133. 
Rédei, K. & Róna-Tas, A. 1982. Proto-Permian and Votyak Loan-words in Chuvash. In: 
Róna-Tas, A. (ed.) Studies in Chuvash Etymology. Studia Uralo-Altaica 19. Szeged. 
158-179. 
Róna-Tas, A. 1974. Ob odnom srednemongol 'skom zaimstvovannom slove v mari jskom 
jazyke. In: Solncev, V. M. (otv. red.) Issledovanija po vostocnoj filologii. Moskva: Nauka. 
230-234. 
Róna-Tas, A. 1975. Some Problems of Uralic Vocalism f rom an Altaist 's Point of View. In: 
Hallap, V. (red.) Congressus Tertius lntemationalis Fenno-Ugristarum Tallinnae 
habitus 17-23 VII. 1970. Tallinn: Valgus. 139-143. 
Róna-Tas, A. 1976. Some Volga Bulgarian Words in the Volga Kipchak Languages. In: 
Káldy-Nagy, Gy. (ed.) Hungaro-Turcica. Studies in honour of Julius Németh. Budapest: 
Loránd Eötvös University. 169-175. 
Róna-Tas, A. 1982a. The Periodization and Sources of Chuvash Linguistic History. In: 
Róna-Tas, A. (ed.) Chuvash Studies. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 113-170. 
Róna-Tas, A. 1982b. On the History of the Turkic and Finno-Ugrian Affricates. Acta 
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 36, 429-447. 
Róna-Tas, A. 1982c. Loan-words of Ultimate Middle Mongolian Origin in Chuvash. In: 
Róna-Tas, A. (ed.) Studies in Chuvash Etymology I. Studia Uralo-Altaica 19. Szeged. 
66-134. 
Róna-Tas, A. 1982d. Three Volga Kipchak Etymologies. In: Róna-Tas, A. (ed.) Studies in 
Chuvash Etymology I. Studia Uralo-Altaica 19. Szeged. 152-157. 
Róna-Tas A. 1986. A magyar népnév egy 131 l-es volgai bolgár sírfeliraton. Magyar Nyelv 
82, 78-81. 
Róna-Tas, A. 1988. Turkic influence on the Uralic languages. In: Sinor, D. (ed.) The Uralic 
Languages. Description, history and foreign influences. Leiden-New York et al.: Brill. 
742-780. 
Róna-Tas A. 1996. A honfoglaló magyar nép. Budapest: Balassi Kiadó. 
Language contact in the Volga-Kama Area 37 
Savatkova, A. A. 1969. Russkie zaimstvovanija v marijskom jazyke. Joskar-Ola: 
Marknigoizdat. 
Schemer, B. 1977. Arabische und neupersische Lehnwörter im tschuwaschischen. 
Wiesbaden: Steiner. 
Serebrennikov, B. A. 1960. Kategorii vremeni i vida v ßnno-ugorskix jazykax Permskoj i 
Volzskoj grupp. Moskva: Akademija Nauk SSSR. 
Serebrennikov, B. A. 1972. O nekotoryx otl ici tel 'nyx priznakax volgokamskogo 
jazykovogo sojuza. In: Garipova, T. M. & Ceremisinoj, N. V. (pod red.) Jazykovye 
kontakty v Baskirii. Tematiceskij sbornik. Ufa: Baskirskij Gos. Universitet. 8-17. 
Sergeev, I. T. 1975. Russkie dialektizmy v oblastnoj i narodno-razgovomoj leksike 
cuvasskogo jazyka. Dialekty i toponimija Povolzja 3, 54-69. 
Sergeev, L. P. 1980. Russkie oblastnye slova v leksike cuvasskogo jazyka i ego dialektov. 
In: Problemy istoriceskoj leksikologii cuvasskogo jazyka. Ceboksary: CNII. 
Shipova, Je. N. 1976. Slovar' tjurkizmov v russkom jazyke. Alma-Ata: Nauka. 
Stipa, G. 1952. Phonetische Wechselwirkungen zwischen Mokscha-Mordwinisch und 
Russisch. Ural-Altaische Jahrbücher 24, 59-64, Ural-Altaische Jahrbücher 25, 28-51. 
Tepljasina, T. I. 1975. Drevnebulgarskie substratnye javlenija v jazyke besermjan. In: 
Hallap, V. (red.) Congressus Tertius Internationalis Fenno-Ugristarum Tallinnae 
habitus 17-23 VII. 1970. Tallinn: Valgus. 562-567. 
Teregulova, R. N. 1957. Russkie zaimstvovanija v baskirskom jazyke. Ufa: Baskirskoe 
Kniznoe Izdatel'stvo. 
Thomason, S. G. & Kaufman, T. 1988. Language Contact, Creolization, and Genetic 
Linguistics. Berkeley - Los Angeles - London: University of California Press. 
Weinreich, U. 1953. Languages in Contact. Findings and problems. New York: Linguistic 
Circle of New York. 
Wichmann, Y. 1903. Die tschuwassischen Lehnwörter in den permischen Sprachen. 
Helsinki: Societe Finno-Ougrienne. 
